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INTRODUCTION. 



The evidence of which the following pages contain a report, 
was given by Mr. George Hudson, M.P. for Sunderland, on 
the recent trial of the cause of Richardson v. Wodson, which 
took place at the York Summer Assizes; "July 18th, 1850. 

The plaintiff, Mr. James Richardson, brought this action 
against the proprietors of the " Yorkshireman" newspaper, for 
an alleged libel in reference to his conduct as Solicitor of the 
York Union Bank, and while acting as co-director with Mr. 
Hudson of several of the Northern Railways. 

To establish by his own admissions the charges that had 
been made against him (and with which it was sought to con- 
nect Mr. Richardson), Mr. Hudson was called as a witness by 
the defendant 

His direct Examination assumed, under these circumstances, 
the shape and spirit of a most rigid and searching Cross-exa- 
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mination, in which Mr. Hudson was, without notice, and there- 
fore without time for thought or preparation, called on to detail 
and explain the minutest particulars relating to those transac- 
tions which have been the occasion of so much public observa- 
tion and obloquy. 

All that the consummate skill and practised ingenuity of the 
learned Serjeant who cross-examined could suggest, was with 
masterly dexterity exerted to elicit every point which could 
appear to make his conduct censurable, or throw suspicion on 
the purity of his motives. 

It was manifest that Mr, Hudson's answers, as well as the 
manner in which he gave them under an ordeal such as this, 
produced a marked and most powerful impression in his favour 
even upon those who had entered the Court with the strongest 
prejudices against him. 

Some of his friends are .anxious that a full and accurate 
Report of this remarkable Evidence should be submitted to 
the perusal of fair and candid men. 

The following pages contain the best report of that evidence 
which it is possible to obtain. The reports of the trial, which 
appeared in the different newspapers, have been carefully col- 
lated, and the whole revised and corrected by a gentleman of 
the Bar, assisted by notes taken at the time of the trial in 
court. 
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Finally, these pages are offered to the public in the convic- 
tion that those ^ho desire to do justice to a deeply- injured 
individual will form their opinion of the transactions which 
they detail, not from the uncertain representations of rumour, 
but from the unquestionable facts established in a Court of 
Justice, under the solemn sanction of an oath, with all those 
aids to the investigation of truth which the most searching and 
minute cross-examination could supply. 

Inner Temple, August 21*/, 1850. 
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THE EVIDENCE. 



Mr. George Hudson, M.P., called as a witness for the de- 
fence, and examined by Mr. Serjeant Wilkins. 

Q. Do you remember the establishment of the York Union 
Bank? 

A. I do. 

Q. Who was the Chairman? 

A. Mr. Cooper was the original Chairman. 

Q. When did you first become a shareholder? 

A. At the formation. I was not quite the originator, but I 
became a shareholder almost immediately after its formation. 

Q. How many shares did you hold in the first instance ? 

A. I think one hundred. I now hold four hundred. 

Q. I believe you became Chairman very soon after ? 

A. No ; not for some time. I became Chairman on the death 
of Mr. Cooper. I think it was in the year 1841 or 1842. 

Q. Were you a Director before that time ? 

A. I was. 

Q. When did you become a Director ? 

A. At the first formation of the Bank. 

Q. You continued Chairman until 1849 ? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. During the time you were Chairman you had almost ex- 
clusive control over the affairs of the Bank ? 

A. I had less active interference in the management of the 
Bank after I became Chairman than I had before. 

Q. Still, as Chairman, you had great influence at the Bank ? 

A. No doubt I had ; but I think Mr. Sea win, my Co-director, 
had more knowledge of the affairs of the Bank, and of banking 
affairs generally, and therefore more influence than Mr. Cooper 
had. 

Q. Do you mean to say Mr. Scawin had more influence 
than you had ? 

A. No ; I do not think he had. 

Q. When advances were made by the Bank to any parties, 
were not they made under your control and directions ? 

A. Under my directions jointly with Mr. Scawin ; and, 
under particular circumstances, with the advice of the entire 
Board of Directors. 

Q. Was it not your duty to exercise your discretion, and 
take care that these advances were made on proper security ? 

A. Jointly with my colleagues. 

Q. Do you mean to tell me that no advances were ever made 
on your own responsibility, without the sanction of your col- 
leagues ? 

A. I do not think that I ever sanctioned any advances without 
the concurrence of Mr. Scawin, except when he was absent at 
the time they were made ; then I acted on my own responsi- 
bility. 

Q. Tell me, sir, is it not the fact that you frequently made 
advances without the knowledge of Mr. Scawin, without his 
being personally present ? 

A. I occasionally made advances in his absence ; I may have 
made advances without consulting him ; I would have done so 
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in a £50 case, but not to any large amount ; but no advances 
could be made without his being aware of them. They must 
have come to his knowledge from the counter-book. 

Q. When you gave your sanction to advances, did you always 
communicate that to Mr. Scawin ? 

A. Certainly. If the amounts were large I certainly would tell 
him. I believe I have done so in every instance; but he 
certainly must have known of every advance. 

Q. Did you know Mr. Wilkinson before he was appointed 
Manager? 

A. I did. I knew him as cashier at the City and County Bank ; 
I knew him in business as a wine merchant; and I think I knew 
him when he was a clerk at Wentworth's, but I had no par- 
ticular acquaintance with him. 

Q. Was it not at your proposal and desire that he was ap- 
pointed Manager ? 

A. I rather think not; but I know I concurred in his ap- 
pointment. 

Q. Who proposed him ? 

A. I think the shareholders. 

Q. Recollect yourself, sir. Were not you his proposer ? 

A. I might have been. I will not undertake to say I was not. 
His appointment was in 1834. I cannot say positively after 
the lapse of 1 6 years. 

Q. Was there not a very strong opposition made to his ap- 
pointment ? 

A. I do not recollect that there was any. 

Q. What salary did he receive ? 

A. As well as I recollect his salary was originally £400 
a-year. 

Q. What was it eventually ? 

A. £1,000. 
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Q. Was it raised at your request ? 

A. It was done by the Board of Directors. 

Q. Was it not on your proposal ? 

A. I think it was I proposed it. The salaries of all the clerks 
were raised at that period and other periods. 

Q. Was his salary raised from £400 to £1,000 all at once ? 

A. No. It was first raised to £600, then to £800, then to 
£1,000, and the salaries of all the clerks were raised at the same 
time. They were raised from time to time, as the business of 
the Bank increased, and its affairs became more prosperous. 

Q. When was Mr. Wilkinson's salary raised to £1,000 ? 

A. In 1845 or 1846. 

Q. Did you not know that at the time his salary was so raised 
he was speculating in railway shares to a large amount ? 

A. I knew he had shares to a small amount. 

Q. Did you not know that he speculated to the amount of 
many thousands ? 

A. No ; I was not aware he had shares to that extent. 

Q. Was it not a fact that at that time the purchase of shares in 
railways, even to a small amount, involved the purchaser in 
liabilities to a very large amount ? 

A. Unquestionably it was so. 

Q. Now, did you not know that in 1845 Mr. Wilkinson 
was speculating in shares to the amount of many thou- 
sands ? 

A. No. If I had been then asked my opinion as to the 
extent of his speculations, I should have said that I believed he 
was engaged in shares to the extent of four or five thousand 
pounds. At that time I believed him to be a man worth 
fifteen or twenty thousand pounds— he said he was. 

Q. Will you tell me in what his property consisted ? 

A. I do not know all the particulars of his property. I 
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knew he had land and houses at Holtby, and I believe he was 
possessed of other property. 

Q. Did you ever ask Mr. Wilkinson to allow some of your 
shares to be registered in his name ? 

A. No doubt I did. I did so for reasons of my own. 1 
did not wish every transaction of mine to be published to the 
world. 

Q. How many shares of yours were registered in Wilkin- 
son's name ? 

A. I should think about four or five hundred. It was always 
my custom, whenever I wished to part with any shares I held, 
to transfer them from my own name to the name of a third 
party before they were sold, that my name might not be pub- 
lished as the seller. This was absolutely necessary in my 
position. 

Q. I am not talking about selling, but about buying shares. 
My question is — Did you ever ask Mr. Wilkinson to allow 
you to buy shares in his name ? 

A. I never did. 

Mr. Martin — My Lord, I will now take your opinion on 
this. We are trying a libel upon Mr. Richardson ; what has 
Mr. Hudson's conduct to do with it ? 

Mr. Justice Wightman — It has nothing to do with the 
libel — but the question is whether an inquiry into Mr. Hud- 
son's conduct has not some relation to the plea ? 

Mr. JViUdns — The plaintiff, my Lord, has thought proper 
to take issue on Mr. Hudson's conduct. 

Mr. Martin — We do not fear the issue, but we must be 
regular. 

Mr. Justice Wightman — The evidence must be confined to 
those points on which issue is taken in the plea. 
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Examination resumed. 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkin* — Q. Do you mean to say you never 
bought shares in Mr. Wilkinson's name ? 

A. I never did in his name, but I never buy shares in my 
own name ; I buy them in the name of my brokers, or some 
other parties. I did not want every purchase of mine to go the 
rounds of all the newspapers, as it would do if made in my 
own name. It was only in December last I happened to buy 
some Consols in my own name, and all the newspaper s 

Mr. Justice Wightman — That cannot have anything to do 
with this case. 

Mr. Serjeant WUkms — Q. Is it not customary on the ap- 
pointment of a manager to a bank that he should be provided 
with sureties ? 

A. It is. 

Q Was Mr. Wilkinson provided with sureties ? 

A. He was. 

Q. With three sureties ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who were they ? 

A. His fether and brother, and Mr. Ayre. 

Q. Can you tell me what his brother is ? 

A. I cannot tell you whether he is a man of property or not. 

Q. Did you not make inquiries ? 

A. I have no doubt that when he was accepted as security 
the solicitors did. 

Q. Did you yourself not make inquiries ? 

A. No ; I directed the solicitors to make inquiries, and I 
have no doubt they reported that the result was satisfactory. 

Q. Did Mr. Wilkinson ever apply to have his brother re- 
leased from his bond ? - 

A. He did. 
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Q. Did you give your consent to that ? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did you give your consent to that without any inquiry 
as to whether the man you were releasing were a man of pro- 
perty or not ? 

A. I did, because I was perfectly satisfied that the new secu- 
rity offered as a substitute was superior to what the Bank then 



Q. Was not the reason assigned for the application that the 
brother refused to be sole security ? 

A. I think that was the reason assigned. 

Q. Did you give instructions to the solicitors to the Bank to 
prepare a new bond ? 

A. I have no recollection, but I have no doubt that such 
instructions were given. 

Q. Was the new bond prepared upon those instructions ? 

A. I believe it was. 

Q. Can you tell us what became of the old one ? 

A. I do not know. My impression is that it was given up 
to Mr. Wilkinson's brother. 

Q Were you aware, before the second bond was executed, 
that Mr. Wilkinson had opened an account in his own name ? 

A. He had an account in his own name from the opening of 
the Bank. 

Q. Did you, before permitting the second bond to be exe- 
cuted, take any steps to ascertain what Mr. Wilkinson then 
owed the Bank ? Did he not then owe three or four thousand 
pounds? 

A. I am not quite sure — but I think he was a creditor of the 
Bank at that time. The books of the Bank would show it — 
they can be referred to. 

Q. Are the books in court ? 
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A. I presume they are. 

Mr. Serjeant WiUdns — The books are in court. 

Mr. Justice Wightman — Q. I thought, Mr. Hudson, you 
said that Mr. Wilkinson was a debtor to the Bank when the 
second bond was executed ? 

A. I think he was then a creditor, my lord. 

Mr. Serjeant WiUdns — Q. I ask you now, sir, do you not 
believe that when that second bond was executed, Mr. Wilkin- 
son owed the Bank three or four thousand pounds ? 

A. I am not able to say, but my belief and impression is that 
he was then a creditor of the Bank. 
• Q. I ask you now, did you take any steps to ascertain the fact? 

A. I have no doubt I did. 

Q. You will very much oblige me by answering yes or no. 
Did you take any pains, before that second bond was executed, 
to ascertain whether Mr. Wilkinson was in debt'to the Bank ? 

A. To the best of my recollection I did. 

Q. Did you communicate with Mr. Scawin on the subject ? 

A. I have not the slightest doubt that I did. 

Q. Did you ? 

A I have no doubt I did. I cannot undertake to swear what 
I do not distinctly recollect. I have not the least doubt I did. 
In the multiplicity of business in which I was then engaged, 
I cannot bring every little circumstance to my recollection. 
I have no doubt everything was done regularly. 

Q. Did you know that at that time Mr. Wilkinson had over- 
drawn his account, and was continuing to do so ? 

A. I did not. 

Q. Do you mean to tell me, sir, that you did not know that 
he owed the Bank a large sum of money ? 

A. I did not know that he was in debt to the Bank to that 
large amount very short time before he left. 
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Q. How long before he left ? 

A. Two or three months. 

Q. Were you then the Chairman of the Bank ? 

A. Certainly. 

Q. Did you dismiss Mr. Wilkinson from his situation as 
Manager ? 

A. The Board of Directors resolved to dismiss him. 

Q. How soon after you knew he was indebted to the Bank 
was he dismissed ? 

A. He was dismissed in January, 1849. In October, 1848, 
my attention was drawn to the state of his accounts by 
Mr. Scawin. 

Q. Do you mean to tell me that, until Mr. Scawin drew 
your attention to his accounts, in October, 1848, you did not 
know that he owed the Bank a large sum of money ? 

A. I certainly did not. I had no knowledge of it what- 
ever until then. The heavy balance against him had been 
only accumulating from the previous July — July, 1848. The 
new security had been taken in 1846. 

Q. You, as Chairman, did not know until October that his 
accounts had been over-drawn from July. Is there no auditor 
in the Bank ? 

A. There is no officer in the Bank called Auditor. The 
"books are audited every day in this way : the Manager pro- 
duces to the Managing Directors the different books of the 
Bank ; if the cash and the sums do not correspond they would 
show any misappropriation of the funds of the Bank ; but, 
without examining the ledger, this would not show the state 
of each individual account. 

Q. Was there no other audit than that ? 

A. No. I may observe that during a great portion of the 
interval in which this balance accumulated I was in London 

B 
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attending my Parliamentary duties, and consequently had no 
opportunity of inspecting the books and knowing the state of 
this account. 

Q. Did you receive notice of the meeting in February last ? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did you attend it ? 

A. No. 

Q. Of how many Railway Boards were you Chairman ? 

A. Of four : of the York and North Midland; the York, 
Newcastle, and Berwick ; the Midland ; and the Eastern 
Counties. 

Q, With whom did the York, Newcastle, and Berwick 
Railway bank ? 

A. With the York Union Bank. 

Q. The Bank of which you were Chairman ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was Mr. James Richardson a Director of that Railway 
Company ? 

A. He was. 

Q. When did you become Chairman ? 

A. At its formation in 1844. 

Q. You continued so until May, 1849 ? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did you, on the 11th of January, 1845, enter into any 
contract with Messrs. Thompson and Forman for iron ? 

A. I did enter into contract with those gentlemen for iron, 
in October, 1844. 

Q. That contract was completed in January, 1845 ? 

A. It was — there was a dispute between me and Thompson 
and Forman, as to the quantity for which I had contracted. 
This was finally settled in January. 

Q. I believe you purchased about 20,000 tons ? 
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A* I did. I contracted for that quantity. I made the 
offer in Mr. Thompson's own house, but the offer was not then 
accepted ; it was accepted and the contract concluded a short 
time after. 

Q. The dispute as to the quantity included in that contract 
was settled by the quantity being' reduced 10,000 tons ? 

A. It was. 

Q. At the price of £6 10s a ton ? 

A. Yes; I offered that price for 20,000 tons to Mr. 
Thompson in his own house. It was accepted afterwards. 
Some months after the completion of that contract an agent 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkins — Q. Answer my question, sir. 

Mr. Martin — Would it not be better for you to permit Mr. 
Hudson to disclose the whole truth of this transaction ? 

Mr. Hudson — A. The observation relates to the contract 
for iron. I made the offer for it in Mr. Thompson's own house, 
in the beginning of October. Three weeks after that he ac- 
cepted it, and some time 

Mr. Justice Wigltiman — Q. Confine yourself to answering the 
question. What you have asked, Brother Wilkins, is the price ? 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkins — A. Exactly so, my Lord. 

Mr. Hudson — A. I was anxious, my Lord, to explain this, 
because, among other imputations, it has been said I took ad- 
vantage of Mr. Thompson in his own house. I made the offer 
to him in his own house 

Mr. Justice Wightman — Confine yourself to answering the 
question as to the price. 

A. 1 offered h™ £6 10s a ton, and three weeks afterwards 
he accepted that offer. 

Q. Was there not on the 30th of January, 1845, a meeting of 
the Provisional Committee of the York, Newcastle, and Ber- 
wick Railway ? 

B2 
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A. There was. 

Q. You, Mr. Richardson, and another person were present ? 

A. I was certainly present. 

Q. Were there more persons' present than those I have 
named? 

A. I cannot say. 

Q. Was Mr. Richardson present ? 

A. I believe he was. 

Q. Was it not at that meeting resolved to advertise for 
20,000 tons of iron ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Was your signature attached to the advertisement which 
was inserted in the Railway Times ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Was there not another meeting held on the 5th of March, 
at which tenders were received ? 

A. There was. 

Q. Did not Messrs. Thompson, Forman and Co., send in a 
tender to supply 14,000 tons, at £14 a ton ? 

A. No. Their tender was at £12 10s. Messrs. Guests ten- 
dered at £12. Messrs. Hill and Co.'s tender was at £13. 
There were some other tenders at £11 17s 6d; but the ten- 
ders at the latter price were for small quantities. All at the 
lower price were accepted. 

Q. Was Thompson's tender accepted ? 

A. It was finally accepted, after he had agreed to reduce 
his price from £12 10s to £12. 

Q. Was any of the 10,000 tons, for which you had bar- 
gained, supplied to the Company at £12 per ton ? 

A. This I cannot exactly say. I was to get from Thompson 
and Forman 10,000 tons of iron at the price of £6 10s. When 
they sold to the Railway Company it was agreed between them 
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and me that on 7,000 tons of the quantity they sold the Com- 
pany I was to receive the difference between £6 10s and £12. 
At the very same time I bought from Messrs. Bailey a large 
quantity of iron for another railway at £12 a ton, and just be- 
fore I left London I had been offered by Mr. Crawshay £50,000 
profit for my bargain with Thompson, Forman, and Co. 

Q. But, in point of fact, you benefited by that sale £38,000 ? 

A. I did, I think, — about that extent. 

Mr. Martin — I must object to this general benefit. Did 
you make one halfpenny by the sale to the railway more than 
to any one else ? Give the figures. 

Mr. Serjeant WiUtins — Well, to please my friend, calculate 
it on paper. 

A. On paper it appears my profit was £38,500. 

Q. I find in the Construction Ledger of the York, Newcastle, 
and Berwick Railway the following entries on the Dr. side 
of the land account : — 

Lord Tankerville £4,000 

Duke of Northumberland . . . 10,000 
Earl Grey ......... 5,000 

Sir Matthew Ridley 3,000 

Earl Carlisle 7,000 

Lady Mary Stanley 2,000 

making in all £3 1,000, under the date of the 30th December, 
1845 ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. These entries represent the sums due by the Railway 
Company to these landowners for the purchase of their land on 
that day ? 

A. They do. 

Q. Those sums were due ? 

A. I believe they were. 
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Q. To the landowners for land ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now look at this check. (Check produced.) By whom 
is it signed ? 

A. By me and Mr. Davies. (Check read ; dated, 30th De- 
cember, 1845, an order on the York Union Banking Company 
to pay £4,000 to Lord Tankerville or bearer, on account of the 
Railway Company ; signed, Robert Davies, and George Hud- 
son, Directors ; countersigned, John Close, Secretary.) 

Q. When was that £4,000 paid to Lord Tankerville ? 

A. It has never been paid to him. Difficulties arose subse- 
quently to the period at which that check was drawn; I believe 
the money has been held by the Company. 

Q. Was that check paid ? 

A. It was. 

Q. To whom ? 

A, To my account. 

Q. When was it paid to yotir account ? 

A. I should think on the day it bears date — I was in the 
habit at that time of paying large sums for the Company, 
frequently in advance for them to the extent of £100,000. I 
held this money for the purpose of settling with the several 
landowners. 

[A similar check for the Duke of Northumberland for 
£10,000, of the same date and similarly signed, produced.] 

Q. To whom was that paid ? 

A. To my account along with the other. 

Q. Has that money ever been paid to the Duke of Northum- 
berland ? 

A. It was paid to the duke in May, 1849. I had 
managed the purchase from the duke — I was personally re- 
sponsible to him for the purchase money. I settled with 
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land owners for the Company to the extent of many 
thousand pounds — the purchase money was paid by me. All 
those checks, and many more, were given to me to settle with 
the landowners ; I paid them into the Bank to my own ac- 
count, and when I retired from the board in 1849, 1 accounted 
for every penny so placed in my hands — all the monies I had 
either paid or received on account of the Company were then 
settled. 

[Similar checks were then produced in favour of Earl Grey 
for £5,000 ; Sir M. Ridley, £3,000 ; Lord Carlisle, £7,000; 
and Lady Mary Stanley, £2,000, dated the 30th December, 
1845.] 

I received all these checks on that day, and the day I received 
them I paid them into my own account. 

Q. Was the £5,000 paid to Earl Grey ? 

A. I paid Earl Grey £6,000 very soon after I received the 
check, I had only taken a check on his account for £5,000, 
and had to receive £1,000, which I received some time 
after. 

Q. Was the £2,000 paid to Lady Mary Stanley ? 

A. I repaid that money to the Company as if* it had re- 
mained in my hands — but I have very great doubts about it. 

Q. When was Sir Matthew Ridley paid ? 

A. I repaid that money to the Company in May, 1849. 

Q. You had received the check in December, 1845 ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was Lord Carlisle paid ? 

A. No — the amount of his purchase remained in my hands 
waiting for a settlement. I repaid that sum to the Company 
when I retired in 1849. 

Q. Did you not, in May, 1849, return to the Company about 
£70,000, with interest ? 
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A. Nothing like that sum. 

Q. How far short ? 

A. Very far short of that. 

Q. Were these checks drawn out of the Company's funds in 
the Bank, and entered against them in the banker's pass 
book ? 

A. They were. 

Q. And passed to your credit in the Union Bank ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. The Railway Company was debited with them on the 
day they bear date ? 

A. Yes — at the time they were transferred to my credit ; I 
bad large assets of my own at the Bank. 

Q. Did you not, when you repaid these very checks, in 
1 849, pay interest on them ? 

A. I did, at 5 per cent ; and I would have done so under or- 
dinary circumstances. 

Q. Did not the Company insist on your paying interest ? 

A. There was no insisting on it — I paid it as a matter of 
course. It was usual for me to buy the land for the Company, 
and settle with the principal landowners. I received from the 
Company the money due to the landowners. When I ceased 
to be connected with the Company, as a matter of course, all 
these transactions were settled. I paid interest pn money I 
received, and was paid interest on money I advanced — I was 
paid interest on checks I gave on account of land, which I 
had omitted to charge against the Company. It is quite 
absurd to suppose any imputation can rest on me in reference 
to these checks. 

Q Did not Mr. Plews apply to you to account for these 
matters ? 

A. No ; it was I that pointed them out to Mr. Plews. 
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Q. Was that before the Committee of Investigation was ap- 
pointed ? 

A. Yes, as far as the checks were concerned. 

Q. I find in the Construction Ledger, under the date of 
December 31st, 1847 : — 

Rush and Lawton £30,000 

Hattersley and Nowell 2,500 

The same 2,500 

Mackay and Co 5,000 

A. Yes. 

Q. These persons were contractors on the Newcastle and 
Berwick line ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. By whom was that check for £30,000 in favour of Rush 
and Lawton drawn ? 

A. By myself and Mr. Richardson. It is in favour of Rush 
And Lawton, on account of the Newcastle and Berwick Rail- 
way Company for £30,000, dated 31st December, 1847. 

Q. When was that money paid to Rush and Lawton ? 

A. It was virtually paid at the time, but £25,000 was actually 
paid into their hands in January, 1849. When I was handed 
that check Rush and Lawton kept their account at the Union 
Bank ; the end of 1847 will be recollected as a time of pecu- 
liar pressure. Rush and Lawton had overdrawn their account 
£50,000, and for this advance I was security to the Bank. 
When I received the check on their account . for £30,000, I 
brought the matter before the Board, and I continued 
security to the Bank for £50,000, and held as a security the 
cheque for £30,000. If I had not done this the railway works 
would have stopped, as the Bank would have stopped their 
advances. 

Q. Now, I ask you, would not any one looking at the pass- 
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book of the Bank now produced, believe these checks were 
paid on the day they bear date ? 

A. No doubt. 

Q. When, in point of fact, were they paid to the parties ? 

A. Rush and Lawton were paid £25,000 in January, 1849, 
— and the remaining £5,000 in May, 1849. In the beginning 
of 1849 they had worked themselves into a good position, and 
paid £25,000 to their credit. 

Q. Would not any shareholder of the Bank believe from the 
pass-book I now show you, that the check was paid to Rush 
and Lawton on the day it bears date ? 

A. No doubt — but I think in what I did I pursued a wise 
course for all parties. If I had not taken that check and con- 
tinued responsible to the Bank for Rush and Lawton's ac- 
count, I had before me the stoppage of a great work — nobody 
lost a penny by my doing so, and I made nothing. 

Q. Did you not pay interest to the Company on that trans- 
action, £1,802 13s ? 

A. I paid interest at 5 per cent, while the money remained 
to my account. 

Q. Now look at this check for £5,000, in favour of Mac 
Kay and Co., who is it signed by ? 

A. By me alone. 

Q. When was that paid ? 

A. The same day. 

Q. It was placed to your account ? 

A. Yes. 

Q, When was it paid to the contractor ? 

A. In January or February, 1849. The circumstances of 
all the contractors' accounts were exactly the same. 

Q. Look at these two checks in favour of Hattersley and 
Nowell, or bearer, for £5,000. 
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A. I received thote two checks — they were also overdrawn 
and I was their security. I held those checks under precisely 
the same circumstances as Rush and Lawton's. 

Q; Did you repay that money to the Company with in- 
terest ? 

A. Yes, on the final settlement of accounts. 

Q. Was it not your duty as Chairman of the Railway Com- 
pany, and also the duty of Mr. Richardson, to see that these 
sums were properly applied ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Was your own account at the Rank overdrawn ? 

A. Certainly not ; when these checks were given, I had to 
my credit at that time upwards of £80,000. 

Q. Was it overdrawn at anytime between 1845 and 1849? 

A. I think not. 

Q. Are you sure? 

A. It might have been for a few days. — I do not think it 
ever was, except on account of the Railway Company. I was 
once in advance to the Railway Company £130,000 ; that 
was either in 1844 or 1845. 

Mr. Justice Wightman — Q. Did Aat advance make your ac- 
count at the Bank overdrawn ? 

A. I do not think it did. 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkin* — Q. Give me an answer, yes or no. 
Was your account overdrawn more than once between 1845 
and 1849 ; your private account I mean ? 

A. I cannot answer the question. 

Q. Did you ever tell any of the persons on whose account 
you got these checks, either landowners or contractors, that 
you had so gotten them ? - 

A. I think I have told the landowners that I held the 
money for them. 
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Q. Name one. 

A. I think I told the Duke of Northumberland that I had 
the money ready for him at any moment he called for it. 

Q. Will you swear positively that you told him so ? 

A. My belief is that I did,. 

Q. Did you tell him you had got the check ? 

A. It was not necessary to tell him that. 

Q. I am not asking you what was necessary, sir — did you, or 
did you not tell him that you had a check ? Did you tell any 
one landowner or contractor that you had got a check ? 

A. I am not aware that I said I had a check. I did tell 
them I had got the money for them. 

Q Did you tell any one except Lord Grey that you had a 
check? 

A. I have no recollection of saying anything about a check. 
Further than this 1 cannot say. 

Q. I must have answers to my questions — yes or no, did you 
say to any parties except Lord Grey that you had a check ? 

Mr. Martin — Surely Mr. Hudson has answered every ques- 
tion fairly ? 

Mr. Justice Wightman — After all, brother Wilkins, the 
question whether he said anything about a check is immaterial; 
he did not hold the checks, he paid them into the Bank the 
same day. 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkins — Q. Did you say anything about 
having got a check ? 

A. No doubt I did, and 1 was ready to pay the money # at 
.any moment. 

Q. Have you ever said you had a check ? 

A. I have no recollection of saying so. 

Q. Did not the Earl of Carlisle say he did not want money 
at all, but he would take shares ? 
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A. No ; he did not tell me so. 

Q. Did you not know lie had said so ? 

A. Yes ; but not until some time afterwards. I have no 
recollection of any shares being allotted him, except some 
original shares. 

Mr. Justice Wightman — Q. Did he know that his money- 
had been paid by the Railway Company ? 

A. I am not aware, my Lord, that he did. 

Mr. Serjeant Wilkins — Q. Did his agent know ? 

A. I cannot say. 

Q. Did you tell him ? 

A. I have no recollection that I did. But I have no doubt 
I told every one of the landowners — and that every one of them 
knew — that I was ready to settle with them, and to pay them 
their money at any time. 

Q. Now, from the year 1842 were you a Director of the 
Newcastle and Darlington Railway ? 

A. I was. 

Q. Was Mr. Richardson a Director ? 

A. He was. 

Q. Was there a meeting of the Directors of that Company 
on the 16th August, 1844, at which you and Mr. Richardson 
were present ? 

A. There was. 

Q. Do you remember the following resolution— 

" 16th August, 1844. Present — George Hudson, Chair- 
man, Robert Davis, Deputy-Chairman, James Richardson, 
and Edmund Oxley: — 

"In consideration of Mr. Hudson transferring the above 
purchase (the Brandling line) to the Newcastle and Darlington 
on the same terms that he purchased it, that 500 new shares 
be allotted to him, to pay the remainder of the purchase"? 
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A. I do. 

Q. Was there a meeting of the Shareholders of the New- 
castle and Darlington held on the 4th of February, 1845 ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. At that meeting the purchase of the Brandling Line 
from you was confirmed ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. At that meeting it was resolved that 22,000 new shares 
should be created to raise the capital requisite for that 
purpose? 

A. It was. 

Q. These shares would then fetch a premium in the market? 

A. Certainly. 

Q. It was at that meeting also resolved that these new shares 
should be appropriated to the Shareholders of the York and 
Newcastle one new share to each original share ? 

A. It was. 

Q. After appropriating one new share to each original share, 
2,000 new shares remained undisposed of ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And then it was resolved that these surplus shares should 
be placed at the disposal of the Directors ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Let me ask you, did you really understand that the 
Shareholders gave those shares to you ? 

A. Most certainly; that is, the shares were to be given toper- 
sons who could pay up the capital, and might then dispose of 
them as they liked. I do not believe any shareholder doubted 
it It was distinctly so stated at the ^meeting, and a full 
account of the disposal of those shares was sent to every share- 
holder in the company, and not one of them ever objected, 
either by letter or otherwise, to the allotment. 
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Q. Do you mean to say it was understood that those shares 
were given for your benefit ? 

A. It was most distinctly so understood and stated at the 
meeting of the shareholders. 

Q. In March, 1845, there was a meeting of the Directors 
for the allotment of those surplus shares ? 

A. There was. 

Q. Were you and Mr. Richardson present ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. At that meeting 100 of these shares were allotted to Mr. 
Davies ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is that the Mr. Davies who signed so many checks ? 

A. The same. 

Q. 100 were allotted to Mr. Richardson ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Fifty to Mr. Close ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was he your private secretary ? 

A. No ; he was Secretary to the York, Newcastle, and Ber- 
wick Railway. 

Q. Was he also your private secretary ? 

A. He acted for me personally. 

Q. The same day the new shares were allotted — Mr. Har- 
rison, 25 ; Mr. Robert Stephenson, 25 ; Mr. Wood, 20 ; Mr. 
George Hudson, 1,600 ? 

A. Certainly. 

Q. Were not the shares in the York and Newcastle then at 
£21 premium ? 

A. They were at a considerable premium. 

Q. Then your 1,600 shares were worth £40,000 pre- 
mium ? 
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A. If sold at the market price, they were worth £37,600 
premium. 

Q. Now I ask you, did you really believe that the share- 
holders intended to make you a present of £37,600 ? 

A. I do firmly believe that they intended to allot me shares 
that were worth that amount in premiums. I not only believe 
it, but I most positively swear it. You will recollect that 
they got from me £6,000 or £7,000 profit that accrued while 
I worked the line on my own account. I paid that profit over 
to them. Besides, I gave up more than that, for according to 
the arrangement at the formation of the Darlington and New- 
castle Railway, I should have received a larger sum than that 
I was one of the guaranteeing parties to the line. Any sum 
the line paid above 6 per cent, would have come into my 
pocket, therefore by the bargain I was not so much benefited 
as the shareholders were. 

Q. Were you from 1838 to 1849 Chairman of the York and 
North Midland Company*? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was Mr. Richardson also a Director ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you on the 1st of February, 1847, hold 400 shares 
in the Hull and Selby ? 

A, I cannot state the precise number. I held 800 when I 
left the company. 

Q. Did you sell your Hull and Selby shares to the York 
and North Midland at £100 in February, 1848 ? 

A I think the price I got was 98, but I am not quite certain. 

Q. Was not the price in the market 90 ? 

A. No, certainly not. I sold some at 100 the other day. 

Q. Did you not receive from the Company £4,000 over the 
market price ? 
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A. Certainly not I sold them at the market price — they 
were worth more after I sold them. 

Q. Did you get back these shares again ? 

A. I took them back. 

Q. Did you pay back the money ? 

A. I did. When the value of railway property fell, the 
company held that a Director could not sell to himself. 

Q. Was not the objection made that you had charged the 
Company more than the market price ? 

A. No ; the objection was that I was a Director. 

Q. Will you tell me, did not the Directors charge you with 
putting too high a price upon them ? 

A. No; 1 never heard of such a charge being niade ; the 
transaction was as near market price as possible. Tou can 
sometimes buy a small number of shares at the market price, 
but when you want to purchase a large number you cannot 
obtain them for the same price, and must necessarily pay higher. 
It was said also that I had made a profit on the purchase and 
sale of the shares, but not by selling them above market price. 

Q. What profit did you make ? 

A. About £3,000, the turn of the market cm a transaction 
of £40,000. 

Q. Then your being a Director was not the only ground of 
objection ? 

A. It was the ground on which the Directors objected to the 
sale — there was another transaction into which I entered for 
the Company, equally illegal if the other were so, by which 
they made £35,000, and that being profitable to them was 
not disturbed. 

Q. Was Mr. Richardson a Director when you sold the Hull 
and Selby shares ? 

A. He was. 
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Q. Now, in J 846, do you remember the York and North 
Midland Railway, under the provisions of their act, creating 
50,000 new shares ? 

A. More than that. 

Q. For the purpose of making branches to the East and 
West Riding extensions ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Were these new shares to be allotted one new share to 
each of the old shares ? 

A. They were. 

Q. At that time you had, I believe, 1,000 old shares ? 

A. 1 cannot answer as to the exact number. 

Q. Did you not appropriate to yourself 2,000 of the new 
shares? 

A. No— they were not so many. 

Q. Will you say they were not so many as 2,000 ? 

A. To the best of my knowledge they were not. 1 believe 
I was allowed 1,600 or 1,700, and not 2,000. 

Q. Did you hold as many original shares ? 

A. I cannot say. I may observe that by a vote of the Share- 
holders at their meeting the shares were reserved for the land- 
owners and others interested in the line. I was by far the 
largest landowner on the line. A notice of such appropriation 
was sent to every shareholder, and never objected to by any 
one to the time of the committee reporting. 

Q. Did Mr. Richardson at that time hold 200 shares in the 
Company ? 

A. I do not know. 

Q. Do you not know that 300 new shares were allotted to 
him? 

A. I think he had 200 — 100 as a Director, and 100 because 
he promoted the Whitby Building Company, which, it was 
thought, would essentially serve the Whitby branch. 
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Q. Did not two of the Directors refuse to take their 100 
shares each? 

A. No doubt they did. 

Q. Had you not the entire controul over the allotment of 
the new shares?, 

A. They were allotted at the Board meeting. I had, no 
doubt, yery great influence. 

Q. Have not legal proceedings been commenced against 
you by the York and North Midland Company ? 

A. Yes ; three bills have been filed. 

Q, And against Mr. Richardson? 

A. I believe only one against him. 

Q. Have you compromised any of these transactions ? 

A Which do you mean ? 

Q. Any of these to which I have referred you ? 

A. The Newcastle and Berwick I have. 

Q. How much have you paid ? 

A. 1 paid, as nearly as I can calculate, upwards of £35,000. 
Perhaps I may be allowed to state why I did so. If I had been 
left to my own judgment I never would have settled that matter. 
I was advised by the best legal authorities that I had a perfect 
defence to every point of that case; but my persecutors took 
advantage of private and domestic events. Had it not been 
for circumstances most distressing to persons nearly connected 
with me I never would have compromised. I shall regret it as 
long as I live. 

Q. However, sir, you did effect a compromise ? 

A. I did. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Martin, Q. C. 

Q. There were circumstances you say of a private nature, 
which led you to pay that £35,000, although you knew you 
had no right to do it ? 

A. There were cruel and distressing circumstances which 
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compelled me to effect the compromise, and my persecutors 
knew it ; it was a cruel and disgraceful proceeding. 

Q. Have you always said you were not bound to repay that 
money ? 

A. Yes, from the beginning to the end, and I say and think 
so now. 

Q. Tou were an originator of the Newcastle, York, and Ber- 
wick line ? 

A. I was. 

Q. Do you still hold shares in it to a large amount ? 

A. I hold nearly £100,000. I am satisfied.it is capable of 
realising ^11 the calculations I formed of it, or I would not be a 
shareholder to that amount. 

Q. You think that line capable of realising a large profit to 
the shareholders ? 

A Under good management I am sure of it. 

Mr. Sergeant Wilhxns. — Q. Under your management ? 

A. I am quite sure were I managing them they would yield 
a profit. 

Q. By paying their dividends out of the capital ? 

A. I distinctly deny that I ever paid their dividends out 
of capital. I am ready to be examined upon any balance 
sheet that has ever been furnished to the shareholders. If I had 
been dealing dishonestly I would not have kept shares to the 
large extent I held when I left these Companies. 

Mr. Martin — Q. You still believe those lines profitable as in- 
vestments? 

A. I have the utmost confidence that by good management 
they will yield large dividends. 

Q. Can you state what amount of shares you had in the 
several Companies when you ceased to be connected with 
their management ? 

A. When I left the Eastern Counties I had 12,000 stock, 
which had cost me £24,000, and which I sold the other day for 
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6,000. I had £18,000 in Midland stock, £26,000 in York 
and North Midland, and 40 or £50,000 in Newcastle and 
Berwick stock. 

Q. Did the Union Bank ever dishonour their cheques ? 

A. Never. 

Q. Did that Bank derive great benefit from the business you 
brought to it ? 

A. Certainly ; and the shareholders have received large divi- 
dends in consequence. 

Q. Was the account of the Railway Company of great benefit 
to the Bank ? 

A. The account of the York and Berwick Railway Company 
was of very great benefit to them. I believe the Bank to be 
in a most prosperous state. 

Q. Was it in consequence of the increasing business of the 
Bank that the salaries of the clerks were raised ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Let me ask, had you any personal object in promoting 
Mr. Wilkinson's interest ? 

A Most certainly not. 

Q. When the second bond was taken, did you consider Mrs. 
Hessay a good security ? 

A. When the second bond was taken, Mrs. Hessay was a 
perfect good security for £5,000. She had 200 Bank shares, 
worth £4,000 ; a debenture bond of the Bank for £1,000, and 
had other property beside. 

Q. Now as to the iron contract. I understood you to say that 
you agreed with Thompson, Forman and Co. to supply you 
with 20,000 tons at £6 10s a ton? 

A. Yes. 

Q. About which there was a dispute when the price of iron 
rose, and you agreed to take 10,000 tons ? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Now let me ask you on whose account was that contract 
made? 

A. Entirely on my own private account ; the railway com- 
pany was not in existence when I entered into it When I 
entered into it I proposed to several Mends to join me in it. 

Q. Tou said that Mr. Crawshay made you an offer in regard 
to that contract ? 

A. He offered to give me £50,000 foar my bargain. 

Q. Was that before the tender by Thompson and Forman to 
the railway was accepted ? 

A. It was. 

Q. Was that iron supplied' to the Company at the fair 
market price of the day ? 

A. Most certainly. Thompson and Fonnan's tender was at 
£12 10s. I took part in beating them down to £12. That 
was rather a low price. The transaction was perfectly straight- 
forward. The railway purchasing from Thompson could make 
no difference to me. 

Q. Then the price of iron had risen from the previous Oc- 
tober, when you entered into the contract ? 

A It had nearly doubled. The purchase was a profitable one 
to me. I mentioned that I was offered £50,000 for my bar- 
gain Iby persons unconnected with the Railway. I might have 
realized that sum. 

Q. Tou have said in your direct examination that you had 
paid interest to the Company ? Did I understand you to say 
that you also received interest ? 

A . When all transactions were settled, there was a debtor and 
creditor account; interest was charged on both sides — against 
me when I had any money of theirs in my hands, against the 
Company when I was in advance. 

Q. That was what you meant by saying you paid interest on 
these sums ? 
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A. Interest was of course allowed on them in that account. 

Q. In the settlement of that account was the interest charged 
to you, or that allowed to you, greater ? 

A. On the whole I believe I have received more interest from 
the Company for advances than I paid to them for money in my 
hands. 

Q. Will you shortly repeat your reasons for holding back the 
contractors* checks ? 

A. Bush and Lawton — Hattersley and Nowell — and M'Kay 
were contractors for executing the railway works. They were 
large debtors to the Bank, and I was responsible for them. 
When I got Rush and Lawton's check for £25,000 they were 
overdrawn at the Bank £50,000. The other contractors were 
in a similar position, and I believe the course I took was ab- 
solutely necessary for the security of all parties. 

Q. Had Mr. Richardson anything to do with the applica- 
tion of these checks ? 

A. Nothing whatever. If any blame exists in the matter it 
attaches to me alone. 

Q. Had you any intimation from the defendant as to the 
points upon which you would be examined to-day ? 

A. None whatever. 

Q. Will you tell me who raised the money to pay for the 
Brandling Railway ? 

A. I individually bought that line in my own name, and I 
myself raised the money and paid for it, without any Act of 
Parliament. 

Q. Then were you for some time individually the owner of 
that line ? 

A. I was. 

Q. From whom did you purchase it ? 

A. From the Brandling Company, to whom it belonged. 

Q. What was the purchase money ? 
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A. £550,000. 

Q. Did you transfer the purchase to the Newcastle and Dar- 
lington Railway Company ? 

A. I did, with all the profits. I was to get 500 of the new 
shares, upon these shares I had to pay all the calls. I took 
them in fact at par, they afterwards rose to a premium. These 
500 shares formed part of the 2,000 surplus shares. 

Q. An Act of Parliament was obtained to authorise that 
purchase by the Newcastle and Darlington Company, and to au- 
thorise the raising of the further capital by issuing new shares? 

A. Yes. 

Q. After that act was obtained a General Meeting of the 
proprietors was held to carry out these purposes ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was it at that meeting that the 2,000 shares were placed 
at the disposal of the directors ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. The persons who accepted the allotments of these shares 
would be bound to pay up their full amount ? 

A. Certainly. 

Q. The allottees of these new shares would only derive profit, 
if the shares were at a premium in the market ? ' 

A. That was all. 

Q. Now was it at this meeting, when these surplus shares were 
placed at the disposal of the directors, openly stated and pro* 
posed that you should have the benefit of the premiums, at 
which the shares then were ? 

A. The proposal was openly made, and unanimously agreed 
to. Mr. Barstow moved the resolution of the meeting, and Mr. 
Stocks, in seconding him, alluded in strong terms to the re- 
sponsibility I had incurred, and distinctly stated that he sup- 
ported the proposal in consideration of the good services I had 
rendered. 
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Q. Then was it distinctly understood that when they placed at 
the disposal of the Directors these shares, which were then at a 
premium, any profit that might be made on them was to belong 
to those to whom the Directors might think fit to allot them ? 

A. Most certainly. 

Q. Let me ask you now, if any of the bills filed against 
you seek to recover back these very shares ? 

A. Yes. 

Mr. Justice Wightman — Q. Let me ask you, was the reso- 
lution as to the disposal of these shares put to the meeting ? 

A. It was, my Lord, and unanimously carried. 

Mr. Martin — Q. Out of these shares Mr. Richardson, Mr. 
Davis, Mr. Harrison, and Mr. Close received allotments ? 

A. Yes. Mr. Richardson was allotted 100 shares, because 
he had taken great trouble and labour in the interest of the 
Company. Mr. Davis, Mr. Harrison, and Mr. Close were all 
persons to whom something was due for the exertions 
they had made, and therefore they received allotments of 
shares. 

Q. With respect to the Hull and Selby shares, did you sell 
them to the Company at the fair market price ? 

A. The Company got them near the market price of the 
day on which 1 sold the shares to them. 

Q. You said you made a profit ? 

A. Because when I bought them the price was lower 
than when I sold them, I think I made a pound or two a 
share ; but from that must be deducted brokerage and other 
expenses. 

Q. Now as to the East and West Riding shares, when they 
were placed at your disposal, was any profit that might be 
made by their being at a premium to be for your own benefit? 

A. Most certainly. 
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Q. Has the York and North Midland been a ruinous 
concern to the shareholders ? 

A. The original shareholders in that Company who con- 
tinued to hold their shares have, in the dividends already 
declared, been very nearly repaid the amount of their original 
capital. 

Q. Ton said you were a principal landowner ; had you pur- 
chased property on the line ? 

A. I had purchased the Londesborough estate. I was solely 
influenced in making that purchase by a desire to prevent a 
combination of the landowners on the line against the railway. 
Such a combination would have been very injurious to the in- 
terests of the railway* I have since sold the estate at a large loss. 

Q. What reasons had you for buying and selling shares in 
the name of other parties instead of your own ? 

A. I have already stated personal reasons for not doing so ; 
but I may add that my name appearing as a buyer or seller, 
would have most materially affected the interests of the Com- 
panies. It would have made the price of shares rise or fill. 
In my particular position I thought it both necessary and right 
that I should not affect the value of railway property by 
buying or selling shares in my own name. 

Q. During all your transactions with Mr. Richardson, what 
opinion did you form of his conduct ? 

A. I am sure he acted in the most honourable way. 
Re-examined by Mr. Serjeant Within*. 

Q. In February, 1849, what shares did you hold in the 
several Railway Companies ? 

A. In February, 1849, I had £45,000 in Newcastle and 
Darlington, £12,000 in Eastern Counties, £26,000 in York 
and North Midland, £18,000 in Midland Stock, besides shares 
in other lines. 
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Q. Tell me the largest amount you ever held in Railway 
property? 

A. I do not think that is a fair question. It is unreasonable 
to expect me to answer it. 

Q. I insist upon an answer ? 

A. I could not tell you the exact amount. 

Q. Answer me as nearly as you can ? 

[Here Mr. Hudson made a short calculation on paper.] 

A. It is very difficult to reply in a moment, but I believe at 
one time I held railway property to the amount of between 
£800,000 and £300,000. 

Q. Did the two York Companies bank at the Union Bank? 

A. They did. 

Q. Do you mean to say you were responsible at the Bank 
for the contractors' accounts ? 

A. Most certainly. 

Q. And as to the 2,000 shares, you swear that you re- 
ceived them in consideration of services rendered ? 

A. I do most solemnly swear it. 

Q. Do you now persist in saying that you have never 
paid the dividends out of the capital ? 

A. I never have. 

Q. Never? 

A. Never. 

Q. And that you swear ? 

A I do, most solemnly. 

Q. What was the last dividend declared on the York, New- 
castle, and Berwick Railway when you were Chairman ? 

A. Six per cent. 

Q. What is it now ? 

A. It is under three — but I may say if I was 

Q. They filed a bill against you ? Oh, you were going to 
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say if you were still Chairman the dividend would not be 
so low ? 

A. On my oath I do not believe it would. 

Q. I thought so. But the Company filed a bill against 
you? 

A. They did. 

Q. And you entered into a compromise ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Have you paid any part of the money under that ar- 
rangement? 

A. I have paid the larger portion. I do not think I have 
more than £5,000 to pay — certainly not more than £10,000. 
r paid it, protesting I was neither morally nor legally bound 
to pay it ; and I was advised by the most eminent, counsel that 
I was not. They had the meanness to sue me for that which 
they had given me in the most public manner. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 



Since these pages have been in type a pamphlet has issued 
from the Yorkshirtman press— professing to be " a revised and 
complete" report of this trial, which makes it more important 
that the entire of Mr. Hudson's evidence should be submitted in 
this shape to the public. The completeness of the " Pamphlet" 
report maybe judged of by the fact that the important examin- 
ation of Mr. Hudson by Mr. Martin, which occupied in the 
condensed report of the Times a third of a column of that 
paper, and fully half a column in that of the York Herald and 
Yorkshire Gazette, is in this publication limited to a few lines ; 
and the slightest examination will show that what professes to 
be a correct report of Mr. Hudson's evidence is abridged in 
several very material particulars. 

Inner Temple, Sept 3, 1850. 
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